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Dear Professor EHIus 

greatly admire your boqks—those of chen that I have 
had the opportunity to read~-especially The Zeomological 
Society, which I have read through completely at Least atx 
tinon. However, the purpose of this letter ts to make a number 
of comente--sone of thon nogative—ralated to the idea of 
revolution that you put forvard an autopsy of Revolution. I 
apologize for writing to you in English rather than French, 
but my knowledge of French is vory rudiwontary, at boot. 


1. Tt appears to we that, am long ap the technologie). 
poctety erste, the kind of revolution you advocata san never 
beur- I dontt think 1 have to explain why--you could 
probably explain 4t better youreslf than I could, But T Sana 2 

“go further then you esea to, ont say that such a revolution is 
beyond the bowida. of reasonable possibility. (However, there : 
ee a oc TE ERER E 

e : 


5 sour Foran on Seon. res you sean that 


the technological society is to disintegrate suddenly snd ` 
chaoticaily, But in this case it is probable thatthe 
technological society would be destroyed only for a very short. 
time. $ 5 
Tou ean hardly de so hopeful as to suppose that overyons, — 
without exception, will participate in your revolution, Theres 
will surely renain a minority who are very willing to use!” 
‘technique for their own ends. In the chaos following revolution 
tho antitechnical majority will de unable to act together 
ottectively because they will be unorganized (dsetrustion of 
organisation ia one of the main objectives of your revelutson). 
But the ideas of otgemdization would Pomaln, so woulda good” 
deal of terial testmique (auchines, weapons, otaj} amd sowe 
sophistication tonteriing propagatida and the like. Certaip 
minorition vould organize themublves and attenyt to salvage as 


puch of thiu techiique as posedble, The rest of the popilatton 
(being unorganized) ould be matic to control this, and the 
sAventages of technique would eventually give power to che 
minorities who pelt tookeique most wffectively. as 
(mithin, say, a asende oF two) some kind of technological 
eiten would be ve-created. There is a process of natural 
solection (ae uo may call it) operating here, Technique % 


wine because (ty definition) 1t 16 the nost erficiont system, 
r antag a viele revelation wet 


(a) my did agricultural soctetics supplant bunting- 
and-gathering societies throughout the world? Certainly not 
because man chose agriculture as a preferable way of Life! 
Hunting gane and gathering wild vegetable foods involves 
interesting and Varied work and leaves considerable leisure _ 
time; primitive agriculture typically requires a great deal of 
monotonous drudgery. The common notion of the primitive hunter 
as being constantly engaged in an unremitting struggle with 
the "hostile" forces of nature 40 nonsense. It is civilized 
man who seos nature as hostile! The hunter feela very nuch at 
home in his environsent, and, as noted above, he generally has 
amplo leisure time. In any case, I da not know of a'stagle 
hunting-esd-gathering culture that has voluntarily- become 
agricultural when introduced to that way of life through: 
contact with civilisation, These peoples eabrave agriculture 
only when the lows of their hunting grounds leaves thes no 
other choice, f 

So why did agriculture triusph evoryahere? The answer 
soens clear, Leaving aside the question of how the firet 
‘agrioultursl. societies arose, once such societies had cone 
Anto being it wao Anevitable that they should spread over the 
whole world, simply because of their superior econouio 
efficiency. agriculture can support a vastly denser population 
than buntiag and gathering can. Because an arch of several 
dare can elways defeat a Little band of ten or teenty 
bunter, it follows that whenever agricultursliats wanted iana 
occupied by hunter-gatherers, they were i> a position to- y 


ais 
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. ZY osons to mo that you put too mush onphesis on 
‘consumption and affluenes as targeta of your revolution, —_ 
Probably, affluence and excessive consumption represent only a- 
` teaperary stago in the development of the teshuological 
society. Thus some people, in attacking consumption and 
affinense, may imagine that they are making your revolution 
Seer Tortie e eee 
to Ste next, nave advanced stage. 

‘ink. Seuasiaan as commmution’ onl ubliniess soutien fx - 
the teohmologtonl society? (a) They perform a paychologteal. 
| fuhetion. ty keeping people entertained: anà distracted, and by 
Hort ang arte gage gonja for yoople to vork toward. (If one ‘ 
: nothing cles to look forward to er wori: toward, oan at 


Tox forwunt to getting that nov oar.) ON Saas peering Nate 
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leas wastefuliy. Either people will be conditioned to gratify 
‘their need for power in some leas expensive way, or the nead 
for power will be engineered out of the human race by 
payshological or biological methods. It certainly seams 
unlikely that sotoraycles or other nachines represent the most 
efficient way of dealing with the need for power, Hence these 
machines will be discarded as more efficient noens are 
developed. 

As for the stimulus to technical progress provided by 
affluence, the need for a wasteful economy to maintain progrese 
4a probably a symptom of deficient technique, In a ‘ 
technological society that has gained sufficient technical 
Control over Ata ow organteation, one would expect the growth 
of technical power to take place in a planned, orderly manner, 
Without serious waste. Moreover, we already sce that technique 
4x becoming leas production-oriented and that ite roal future 
14% in other directions, 

Thus it soans probable that affluence and oxcessive 

_ consumption will fade ayay ac a natural part of the development 

of the teclmological soticty. If the importance of affinense 
— in analysing the technological. society, then 

FFP 
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against technology)“ Further on, you indicate that we must 
“master technology", This seems to suggeat the notion that vo 
can have an advanced tochnology and still avoid the bad ` 
appects of the technological society. If thie 46 what you 
meant, thon the idea is probably incorrect, and very 
dangerous. 

Obviously, most of our technological capabilities either 
could not exist, or would have no practical value, aste "hoT 
Large-scale organization, Take the automobile an an elementary 
example, autos cannot be produced in quantity except by 
aaseably-line methods. Perhape skilled craftemen would be able 
to produce a very fou auton by hand without having fastary~ 
nade parte, (de would take inuense tine and effort.) But 
autos would not be of practical value without largo refineries 
to produce gasoline efficiently, arrangements to tranepert 


‘petroleum from petroleum-producing regions, and factories 


which could produce tires and spare parta inoxpenaivoly. 
‘Moreover, without a reasonahle system of roads, horso-dram 
vehicles would probably be more efficient anyway, Ti fact, if 
autos were to exist at all in a a 

thoy could only be toys for the 

for a comparatively primitive 

com we say about computers, jet planes, and artificial kidneys? 
Sintlar remarko apply to most. ff Sunil „ It 45 
e eee eee eee 
without eutordinating ourselves to large-scale organization. 
"pnd Largo-psale organ{uation camot exist without means for 
plone E E graeme ncaa S 


accord with the requirements of the organization. 

Any attoapt to use an advanced technology is dangerous, 
gyen if me make an sarnost effort to avoid subordinating 
gurgelves to organizations, because the subordination to large. 
organizations often cones about in unexpected ways that gamot 
be mredioted in advance. we go along plasidly with no reason 
to suppose that we are going to lose any eutonomyaeand then 
anddenly we realize that wa are trapped. I don't suppose I 
_ need to give examples of this, You can probably give more 
examples thot I can, 

I fully agree that the real target is the technological 
society and not technology; but sdvanced technology. sannot 
Ast without the technological society, and moreover the 
attempt. to use an advanced technology tends to create a 
technological society. Therefore technology Ateckt mist he 
d. 


6. In the section Aime of Revolution you say, “I en not 
sure that aur young people are prepared to give up their cars, 
their bathrooms, their phonograph records, or their transistor 
radios," therehy implying that it is only things of this 
nature that we would have to give up. But in all probability a 
revolution such as you advocate would result in mans” 
otarvation, I would be willing to sept mass starvation as 
the price for the destruction of, the technological society, 
even though I would run ae such risk of starving to death as 
anyone else. Still, wo ought to recognize the full consequences 
of. pevolution, Sines you used, the wopd "explosion", you seem 
to envision an explosive dicintegration or the technological 


society, This means that suddenly there would be uo more fuel 
or spare parts for tractors; no means of producing or reliably 
distributing the large quantities of chemical fertilizers and 
Ansecticides on which modern agriculture has become dependent; 
and insufficient meats for transporting the food that 44 
grown to the centers of population. 1 40 nat know to what 
extent agriculture has been techicized in Ñrance, but in the 
United States and Canada (which are important sources of grain 
‘for other parta of the world as well) a sudden shattering of 
— organteation would meen agricultural disaster, 


7. 1 would like to suggest a different approach to the 
problem of the technological society. I can forsee that at the 
outset you will strongly object to what I propose, but if you 
411 take the trouble to continue reading, you may find that I 
wean something different from what you expects 


“ws orgeniaation should be formed having as its object 
the ending of 441 govoronent finaueiel assistance to 
wolentific research (in the nation in hich the organization 
48 firo% formed, to start with), If ousssssful in this, the 
organization would then proceed to attack research support by- 


wndveraities and corporations. In omer to hayo any chance of 
success, this organization would have to use propagánda and 
every other technical means for arousing public antagonion to 
ectontitic progress. For a start, the organization would try 
to got a dl following; contributions of money from this 


small following hopefully vould make it posaible to obtsin the 


- services of experts in such fields as advertising and public 


relations, which in turn would make it possible to obtain a 
larger following, and 80 forth. The propaganda would be 
@irected at the average man (it seems unlikely that t$ would 
be possible. to get the support of the more-or-less 
Antellectual groups) and would attack not present technology, 
but technological progress, (Most persons would be frightenud 
at any suggestion that they must give up those aspecte of 
‘technology to which thay have already become addicted, and 46 
would be hopelasa to aak them to refrain from buying that 
shiny new tay they eae in the advertisement or in the shop 
‘window, But there As widespread ardal en, and even stagont, 
toward many of the technological advances that are prediated 
for the future, Propaganda would have to build om thine) 
mare de probably no hope of obtaining the general support of 
“he ‘ena (journalistu and ao sert) which controls the bulk of 


` propaganda in a “domosratio" society; but, mince thie cemt= 
P. wuld attempt to exslain the motives 
of the organisation in torus acceptable to then, md thin might 


__ sangeet tn gminne an ambivalent atttteda on that? part, ether: 


against technology): Further on, you indicato that we must 
“master technology", This seems to suggest the notion that wo 
can have an advanced tocmology and still avoid the bat ` 
aspects of the technological society, If this 40 what you 
meant, thon the idea is probably incorrect, and very 
dangerous. 

Obvigusly, most of our technological capabilities either 
gould not exist, or would have no practical value, ene f 
large-scale organization. Take the antomobile as an elementary 
‘example, Autos cannot be produced in quantity except by 
ansoably=Line methods. Perhaps skilled craftsnen sould be able 
to produce a vory fou autos by hand without having fastory~ 
nade parta. (Tite would take dense tine and effort.) But 
autos would not be of practical value without large refinerica 
to produce gasoline efficiently, arrangements to transport 


petroleum from petroleum-producing regions, and factories 


which could produce tires and spare parts inexpensively. 
Moreover, without a reasonable syste of roads, horse-drawn 
vehicles vould probably be more efficient anyeay./In fact, tf 
autos were to exist at all in a 2 society, 


thoy could only be toys for the Aoh, and if this is tmo 
for a comparatively primitive like the smtomokile, what 
Gem we say about computers, jet planes, and artificial kidneys; 
Simlar remarks apply to nost ff Sunil „ It 40 
ponselees to speak of "mastering* an advanced technology 
without. oubordinating ourselves to Large-scale organization. 
"and Large-penle organization camot exist without meane r 
physically or poyshologieally compelling people to act in 


ascord with the requirenents of the organization, 

Any attenpt to use an advanced technology is dangerous, 
Sven if wo maka an earnest effort to avoid subordinating 
gurselves to organizations, becavse the subordination to large 
"organizations often cones about in unexpected waya that ganot 
De predioted in advance, We go along placidly with no reason 
to suppose that we are going to lose any eutonomy--and then 
snddenly we realize that we are trapped, I don’t suppose I 

ved to give examples of thim, Tou can probably give more 
; examples that I can, 

1 fully agree that the real target is the technological. 
society and not technology; but advanced technology cannot — 
st withont the technological society, and moreover the 
attempt to use an advanced technology tends to create a 
technological society. Therefore tacknology stools must be 
gondenned. 


6. In the gootion Aime of Revolution you say, "I am not 
aure that our young people are prepared to give up their cara, 
their bathrooms, their phonograph records, or their transistor 
radion," thereby implying that it is only things of this. 


nature that we would have to give up. But in all probability á 
revolution such as you advocate wuld resylt in mass ‘ 
starvation. I would be willing to apcept pase starvation as 
the prise for the destrustion of, the teshnological society, 
even though I would run ae such risk of starving to death as 
anyone else. 67411, wo ought to recognize the full consequences: 
of yevolution, Sinos you used, the word "explosion", you seem 
to envision an explosive diaintegration of the technological 


society, This means that suddenly there would be no wore fuel. 
- or apare parts for tractors; no meane of producing or reliably 
distributing the large quantities of chemical fertilizers and 
insecticides on which modern agriculture has become dependents 
and insufficient means for transporting the food that is 

grown to the centers of population. I do not know to what 

extent agriculture has been techticized in France, but in the 


‘United States end Canada (which are important sources of grain 
for other parts of the world as well) a sudden shattering of 
“the technical organization would mean agricultural disaster, 


7. 1 would like to suggest a different approach to the 
problem of the technological society. I cen forsee that at the - 
outset you will strongly object to what I propose, but if you 
wil] take the trouble to continue reading, you may find that 1 
monn something different from what you expects 

An organisation should be formed having as ite object 
the ending of ali govornment financiel: assistance to 
polentatic research (46 the nation in which the organisation 
do first formed, to start with), If suocosoful in thie, the 
organisation would then proceed to attack research mupport by 
universities and corporations, In order to have any chance of 
guocess, this organization would have to use propaganda and 
every other technical neang for arousing public ontagonian to 
ent! fle progress. For a start, the organization would try 
to get a small following; contributions of money from this 
‘small following hopefully would make it posaitle te obtain the 
services of experts in such fields as advertising and public 


Pelations, which in turn would make it posaible to obtain a 
larger following, and so forth. The propaganda would be 
directed at the average man (1t seems unlikely that ië would 
be possible to got the support of the more-or-less 
intellectual groups) and would attack not present tochnology, 
but technological progress. (Most persons would be frightened 
at any suggestion that they muet give up those aspects of 
technology to which thay have already become addicted, and 44 
would be hopeless to aak them to refrain from buying chat 
shiny new toy they ese in the advertisement or in the shop 
window, But thore in widespread cynicism, and even antagonism, 
toward many of the technological advances that are predicted 
“for the fature, Propaganda would have to build on this.) 
here 10 probably mo hope of obtaining the ganora): support of 
‘phe ae (journalist and so forth) which controls the bulk of 


propaganda in a “donocratic" society; but, mince this nemt- 
echnical progress, one mould attempt to explain the motives 


‘of the organization in terms acceptable to then, end this aight 5 

seeed in gaining an onbivalent attitude on thett part, rather 

‘then their wa fene hostility ta the proposed organization, 
: E mia Vaa A eat roa aatia De 


from becoming worse. Our real objective must be to end the 
technological society, recover sowe kind of human values, and 
80 forth. 3 

ANSWER. These objections are correct if we consider on 
immediate consequences. But let us look further shead, 

By formal technical rezearch I mean projecte 
specifically organized for research purposes and conducted by 
teams of professional technicians. I do not have access to 
actual st es, but I think thet, in the United States at 
‘Least, the majority of such research 1s directly or indirectly 
dependent on public funds, 

kt most torma) research were halted, thens Progress 

“would be nearly stopped in most aroas of material technique 

(aeronautics, neurophysiology, biochemtatry, computer soLence, 

etc.) and in wide aroas of paychology. Progress would 

continue for a time in ouch areas as propaganda, business 

administration, and the lees acientific areas of payohology, 

but it sens clear that, 1f formal research were stopped, 

thero would be eventual stagnation in al} technical fields, 

because such progress an the leas formal . 


bende, einees adriiteteatton and compaterny seduoation: st 
exportnental, peysbolog7), and because at appeare that An: any 


- future in formal technique, fow young people would be 
attracted to technical carcers, For these and other reasons 
it soome very probable that, 47 formal technical research were 
once stopped, wo would ses a ersdual deterioration of 
techniquee-at least of material techutque, If this 
deterioration continued for a sufficient length of tine, then 
(aince the technological society camot exist without ite 


material techniques) the technological society would 

eventually dis, i 

5 note that the organization I have proposed would not be 
 gibkempting to re-greato husan values, $o liberato mans QE 

d of the sort. It wow.d only be attempting te use (or 


whatever you may think of the detaile of the above argunente, 
At sens hardly open to doubt that an end to government 3 
muppar of research would be a very powerful blow against the 
"technological sociaty, both materially and (especially) 
paychologically, 

Objection B. 1 process of natural aclestion, as described. 
An 2. above, would prevent the destruction of the 
bectmologieal society in any case, 

silage SSC AA. Seek ͤ LS acre picnics Cobol 
not certain) that mat 

@ need not be so. The goal (attatnatile or not) 

‘of tie proposal under consideration 49 a gradual rather than 
an axploaive dimtntegration of the technolorical society. 
Present governments would remain in control so that minorities 
sould nob satse power as co often happens in violent 
revolution (see 2. above), Society would romain organized but 
(ae hopo) ‘this organization would be decaying, Aftor thie 
decay passed a Segeln point, organized society wuld have to 
nal apart (after which the procesa of naturel svlection ` 
would sot in J., But it would be a long tine defere this point 
wos reached, and by that tine so much technique world haye 
Duon Loot that it might take centuries fur 46 to be rebuilt. 

OF course, all this ia somewhat speculative, ALL I sm 
doing Se pointing out a possible (conjectural) route, the 
first milestone or which would be the end of goverment=" 
eusported rensarch, 17 that milestone wore once. readhed 46 
32 DSS HE EE 
_ go from that point, 


Qbiection C. The use of propagenda—~even against 
tecimique-“haa a negative effect on mam, Such action has no 
(positive value, Propaganda degrades ade troos who ueo 48 ‘the 
! proposed organization would Ztöslf ve a teahnigal thing, 

ANSWER. With thie I fully agree. I do not claim that 
the activities of the proposed organization would have any 
Antrineic valvo, Propaganda does degrade both those who 
Fegedve at and those who make tt, (But since our society 1s 
snturated with propaganda already, the addition of a certain 
amount of ontintecinics) propaganda would hardly woke matters 
any worse.) However, the relevant question im Would the 
Proposed program represent the best ohande of destroying the 
technological society? I holtove it sould, TT K were c 2 
participate 45 ench wars, I would fosl it a pernonal — 
humiliation to have to participate in a techni¢al organization’ 
and mako propagandas But 47 thin is a price that mst be bald 
JJ 8 
pay it. x 

Objection D, Such an organtzation,, using propaganda ond 
other technical manna, vould ond up being seducad by ita om x 


i techniques, and (if sufficiently augen) woa bosone gust $ 


another @ietatorial technical lord. 
© ANSWER, ‘There in a morions danger of this, Xt nigit 


Kz m 
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reat. = 7 
There is a rule that most large organizations aden to BS 

obey. The organization tends to single out one consrate : 
objective which tt pursues; all other purposes fall by the 

. wayside. (Examples: (a) Political parties in demosfasios tand 
to act for the sole purpose of getting their candidates . : 
elected; political ideology usually is not permitted to- 
interfere wth thio, (b) the state acts to ensure ite ova 
security and power, and other considerations uowally ars 
allowed to get in the way.) If the gominal purpone of an 
organization So something vague (its "fresten™ or Justice) 
thon the purpose for hick the orgautsation actually voris te 
“apt to be á nominal purpose; mince dt ia 
aaay to distort those indistinct terao to cover almont 

| anytidings (That 1a why the organization I have proposed ust 
Hot be dautgned to act for "freoton", or for “ings vakusest 
der against “technique” in the broad oonga.) Duk 45 the nomina 
i bros of an organtaition 1s ggg and concrete, then thie ; 
- aptuel. purpose of the organization usually agress wiki the > 
nominal yurpess. Maney spent for tectmical reosarch an be 
 meamarod quantitatively, Technics. booka, Labozateries, ‘ant 
. are concrete adversaries, So At 45 Very 
_ probably that an organisation created to attack mn 


would Straus to perfect its om aysten of propaganda, 

overtholess, it muld not be able to create or coexist 
with a technologies] society, because a technological society 
cannot exist vithout a great deal of fornai techniques 
Stopping formal research (and thug presuablp causing the 
decay of formal technique), the organization would be stopping — 
the development of (and causing the decay of) the very took 
that is the source of expessive power, (Nn If technique: 
decayed to the potat where it was difficult to keop television 
gots or transxitters in repair, then propaganda sould be 3 
woskenod,) 5 ee 

It sens clear that A? progress continuos wnoheie’, = 
then the tochnologigat ae l become more or lese 


omnipotent and indestrustable -something that cannot be. 
compared. with the dictatorships of past eras, If the — 


organization 1 have proposed euccested in destroying formal, 
technique but becase dictatorial in the process, it could only 
creata a distatorsbip of 6 tachuieally taskwurd type. Siace 
traditional (Schale primitive) dictatoraidza-haye novor 
baon eternal, thore might always de hops for something betten 
mhich there would not be 47 teolnique wore peraitted to attain 
Ate final victory, 

Gertainly thore are 3 
there as ng hope af eftectively attacting the tecimologisel 
eoctety without serious risks. 


Qbjecticn Ee R Wicd nee ames 


question ts whether or not the program might aucceed in 
destroying the technological soticty. 


_  Dhjestion E. The proposed organization could not 
sucosed, Oprosing forces of propaganda would be too strong. 
PP 
to be correct, Howover, I do not ges imtfiotont evidence to 
convince me that success for cuch an organization vould be 
absolutely impoocitle, and therefore 1 think the experinet 
Should be tried, in noted above, there may be hope that 
Journalists and the like might be persuaded te take an 
onbivalent attitude on the issue, so that the organization 
would not have to faco a solid will of opposing propasmdas 
anà tharo is already a good deal of adele toward technique: 
en witch the organization could build, = 
Nuxeavor, however alan may be the chances for the 


success of this proposal, it svene obvious that the chances of 
a revolution much as you siwoate are very Ruch amallar, Is 

there any proposal that has an equal or better chanos of 
mmocess than the kind of argmization I es ase 16 

thon my proposà ought to be erl. 


Nee q. FF 
propaganda in Communist countries, it would not be posetilo: 
for an antitechnical organisation to have emy muccosa sn 
Comment comtries. Technique wuld therefore coutinne to 
develop in Commmist countries. If progress were ctoppad in 
Ancorporato the entire world into thelr ure. (Neturah — 


e only 


Gsleaticn again.) 

AUS¥ER, This is an even better objection than F. ALL I 
can say to it is thia, F 

Firat, if an antitechaical organization vere to attain 
sufficient mesalanic strongth oma sorld scale, it might just 
conceivably be possible for it to penetrate dictatorial 
rogines, (fate possibility is suggested ty the fact that Lette 
wing ideas apparently attained significant. strength 46 Frag 
Spain and Salagarta Portugal despite the state monopoly of 
propaganda.) Of course thie is a faint hope--bub who knover — 

Gecond, if an antitechnical organization were to au,õtp 
Ss tae temeasnaatiag:Sies Fano V DA et RI 
might develop dn would make the idea of penetrating © 
Comuniat vegies seem Leas hopeless, . 

Wag thé Nie 5875 ta the eee eon of 
‘the world, If soxantitic progress were halted throughout the. 
— then At wuld be greatly slowed inthe > 
Communist world as wll, sings progress is in Mk a joint 
published in Joumela that circulate workdvide.) Thus 4t would 


eae toe Feststing Commie cite 
we destroy our tm Freedom in process, The 
take chance of  afapping Teck. 7 8 
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The details of nany of the arguunte in thio Letter 
unavoidably rather speculative, but at least this moh seong 
reasonably certains 5 

No recovery of human values, individual antonomy, or 
anything of the sort can occur until after the technologiesl 
society has censed to exist, But if the technological Sooiety 
vere destroyed, then wything Right bosono possitle (history 
would be unblocked), Therefore the object must be ainply to. 
destroy the technological society. 5 

To preach or piilosopkize 411 not induse ang 
significant number of peorle to rebel against the 
tecmmologiesl society. You might. as well ack the component- 
parte of on autonobile to robot againat tho automobile, Tho- 
. is a machine, people are uomponente of 
that machino, and the probes mot be viewed in those terns. 
We mist ask ourselves, "How can we manipulate the mechartsm 
of this mackine in euch a way as to wreck the mackiner® ` 

dn end to government support for technical reoverch 
would be m gouuine and important blow ageinet the : 
technological society, and, co far an vo know, mn orgentuntion - 
“auch as proposed here sight consedvahiy mioceen tn striking. 
tida Wow, The sucesos of thie Nan, widkely though 
An fay Lops improbable than the success uf any other pro 


For me, reading your books kas been a great relief from 
the frustratton of reading authors who seen payshologieally 
Smanpable of coming to grips with the gell ungnttude of the 
problem pposented by the technological society. 


Theodore J. Keoxyuakd. 


